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	First Marker’s General Comments and Original Mark
An interesting report detailing a dilemma facing most operations as separation distances and the regulations governing them change. Do we refurbish? Or do we demolish? The decision making process is well documented.
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	Second Marker’s General Comments and Original Mark

This was one of the easier reports to follow and maintained my interest throughout. I do not disagree with the mark awarded but did consider the literature review to be one of the weaker sections since there was an assumption that the reader knew everything. Please get into the habit of referencing any sentence that leaves one saying ‘so what’.
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	Survey
	Review
	Experiment
	Development

	1.Research-informed Literature
	
	
	
	

	Introduction
	/5
	/5
	/5
	4/5

	Literature Review
	/20
	/35
	/20
	10/15

	Comments:

The introduction painted a clear picture of the issues facing the author and the choices that had to be made. The report concerns a building type that I had not encountered before and so it was a interesting story.

The literature review covers an extensive range of safety legislation and advice from both the company and the regulatory bodies. Maybe a reference to some of the safety tools and principles used would have been useful. Perhaps it has been assumed the reader community understands most of this.






 


	 
	Survey
	Review
	Experiment
	Development

	2. Knowledge and Understanding of Subject
	
	
	
	

	Methodology
	/5
	/5
	/5
	4/5

	Survey Design
	/15
	 -
	 -
	 -

	Requirements/Design
	 -
	 -
	 -
	3/5

	Comments:  

The method for assessing the buildings, including topographical studies was well documented. Some images of the proposed equipment ion action here may have clarified a few points.

The survey of the regulatory documentation gave a clear definition of the requirements

	 
	Survey
	Review
	Experiment
	Development

	3. Analysis
	
	
	
	

	Results & Discussions
	/25
	/25
	/25
	16/25

	Conclusions and Recommendations 
	/10
	/10
	/10
	7/10

	
The decision making process for the demolition of the building was defined clearly and the steps recorded. The process is recorded for future use. More images of the surveys in process and the scanning equipment used would have made the paper a more interesting read. 

The development of a centre of excellence incorporating Sheffield university and AWE to evaluate future building materials an interesting move. Maybe this could be extended to other companies who handle and store explosives? There could be a parallel with the protective clothing groups that were aet up many years ago.



	 
	Survey
	
	Experiment
	Development

	4. Practical Application and Deployment
	
	
	
	

	Development
	 -
	 -
	 -
	10/15

	Experimental Design
	 -
	 -
	/15
	 -

	Comments: 

I feel the process here is a little insular in its view. The process followed here could be subject to a lessons learned review and the finding communicated to others in the industry performing the same sort of tasks. 

Other useful information may have been sourced from passed accident reviews. Some of which have incorporated demolition and disposal incidents from around the world. Where would the process used here have helped in the prevention of some of these incidents?










	 
	Survey
	Review
	Experiment
	Development

	5. Skills for Professional Practice
	
	
	
	

	Reflection
	/10
	/10
	/10
	7/10

	Quality of Report
	/10
	/10
	/10
	7/10

	Comments: 

A well written report that was easy to read. I would have preferred the headings to be line separated from the bulk of the paragraph though. Were the students against foot notes v references? 

The reflection section was well written and dealt with timeline issues. Interestingly site visits and first-hand inspection gave a better view than 3d cameras because of the lighting required. Good old leg work beats technology. The process, including the history files and recalculations thanks to ER2014, appears to have allowed a more favourable series of options for other buildings.  

I would have liked to see more on the personal learning and development area here.


	TOTAL:
	/100
	/100
	80/100
	68/100







